European integration and the social science of EU studies: the disciplinary politics of a subfield BEN ROSAMOND This article takes the fiftieth anniversary of the Treaty of Rome as an opportunity to reflect upon half a century of academic discourse about the European Union (EU) and its
1 Rather, the intention is to offer a somewhat more complex picture of the relationship between 'theory' and 'practice' in this field of enquiry. While there are obvious-indeed, undeniable-moments at which the academic study of the EU and European integration has shifted markedly in response to discernible changes or emergent trends in its object, the contention here is that this is a partial and largely unhelpful way of thinking about the disciplinary history of the subfield of EU studies. While breaks with earlier modes of enquiry or the opening of new avenues of investigation in EU studies may reflect the impact of real-world trends upon academic purpose, those trends cannot explain the precise forms that intellectual work has taken.
At the very least, scholarship requires the choice (one hopes, the conscious choice) of approaches to subject-matter. Intellectual interest may be aroused inductively-that is, through an initial observation that persuades a scholar of the value or necessity of research. Yet the conduct of that research requires the selection of approaches and/or theories which enable the resultant knowledge to be ordered meaningfully. There are, of course, a number of determinants of knowledge production. At one level the choice of a theory or an approach may reflect a 'horses for courses' attitude to social enquiry. This suggests that the investigator's job is to select the 'best' available conceptual toolkit to 1 The term 'EU studies' is used here to describe the totality of academic work from across a range of social scientific fields that has engaged with and theorized about European integration and the institutional, policy-making and governance dimensions of what is now called the European Union. organize research in the domain under scrutiny. It may be that a single theory cannot account for all aspects of a phenomenon; different theories may offer the 'best fit' for different aspects. Similar processes might also emerge from more deductive, disciplinebased reasoning. In this case real-world phenomena are seen as useful sites for the examination of theoretical propositions or for the competitive testing of theories against one another. In some instances it may be that a political event appears to challenge or run contrary to received wisdoms in a discipline or subdiscipline. Its investigation accordingly becomes a matter of urgency for disciplinary progress.
In short, social research emerges as a consequence of one or other of these logics (inductive or deductive)-or perhaps, more often than not, through some blend of the two. In any case, what should be clear that the encounter between an object of study (such as the EU/European integration) and the production of knowledge about that object is not a neutral or innocent exercise. Put simply, the conditions of intellectual knowledge production reflect assumptions, biases, trends and debates within the academy. This is why deep 'internal' understandings of academic fields are necessary for a full critical appreciation of their current state of play and are, at the same time, vital supplements to standard 'externalist' readings.
2 EU studies is a particularly fertile site on which to see these dynamics at play. Without understanding the broader social scientific and disciplinary contexts from which work emerges ('internalist' drivers), we have no basis for understanding why events in the world of European integration ('externalist' drivers)
elicit particular academic responses.
What follows, therefore, is a critical contextual discussion of EU studies over time. There is no attempt here to offer a singular history of the field of EU studies, but there is a move to interrogate the assumptions that lie beneath many representations of the field's evolution. It may seem that raking over a field's past represents something of a distraction from the important business of getting on with current research. However, the central premise of this contribution is that there is a lot at stake in how the past of EU studies is represented. Telling stories about past academic efforts has the effect of legitimizing particular and perhaps partial intellectual moves in the present. Should the historiographic rationale of such moves be contested, then the quality, utility, desirability
and plausibility of present work come under closer scrutiny.
The article begins by identifying two factors that govern the evolution of any academic field: scholarly contingency (the fact that scholarship does not proceed with free agency, but is bound by various conditions) and disciplinary politics (the idea that the course of academic work is governed by power games and that there are likely to be significant disagreements about best practice and progress in a field). In terms of EU studies, the thrust of disciplinary politics tends towards an opposition between 'mainstreaming' and 'pluralist' versions of the political science of EU studies. These observations feed the largely 'internalist' approach of this contribution. The article goes on to show how 'externalist' readings might give a general guide to how EU studies has progressed, but cannot ultimately adjudicate on the particular forms of scholarly enquiry that have driven EU studies over time. The final section explores how, in the face of emerging monistic claims about propriety in the field, an effective pluralist political science of the EU might be enhanced.
Scholarly contingency and disciplinary politics
This approach to intellectual history leads to two broad observations about the evolution of EU studies. The first concerns the contingent character of academic work.
'Contingent' in this sense is not meant to imply randomness, but rather to acknowledge that scholars approach their object under intellectual circumstances that are not entirely of their own making. The point is to deepen our understanding of the relationship between the development of the EU and the academic study of the EU as more than a matter of scholars playing a game of 'catch-up' with an often fast-moving empirical entity. material (some data) from which hypotheses can be generated, at which point the social scientific enterprise begins.
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Yet the obvious cautionary note to sound is that this tendency to 'familiarize' the EU might seriously downgrade its novelty, its distinctiveness and its potentially transcendent qualities. Rosenau and Durfee's question could, after all, be answered with a bemused 'I don't know!' The story of EU studies can be (and often is) read in terms of a constant tension between rival ideal-typical macro-interpretations of European integration and the institutional forms it has taken. At one extreme is the claim that the net result of more than half a century of institutional evolution is a polity with neither historical precedent nor contemporary parallel. The production of knowledge about the EU should, it follows, be concerned with fashioning new social scientific approaches that are capable of capturing this novel object. At the other extreme sits the impulse to treat everything the EU generates in terms of the categories of tried and trusted social scientific scholarship.
Adopting a position along a continuum between these two poles is, of course, a matter of encountering the real world of the EU and making a judgement upon it. But it is an encounter that cannot be separated from the scholar's position on matters of epistemology and social scientific propriety.
This line of thought connects to the second broad foundational observation from which this piece commences. Put simply, EU studies, past and present, is a highly fruitful venue for exploring disciplinary politics in the social sciences. The term 'disciplinary politics' carries two connotations. The first is the suggestion, in line with the foregoing, that the way in which the EU is 'read' in academic work follows, in substantial part at least, from factors endogenous to the academy and to the disciplines that comprise it. As such, a
proper appreciation of the ebbs and flows of a field like EU studies requires an understanding of the dynamics of its contributing academic disciplines. This would seem to suggest that a significant proportion of anglophone academic research on the EU emanates from the broad discipline area of political science.
If we confine our review of EU studies to those interventions that self-consciously deal with EU politics, then the question about 'home turf' is better posed in terms of the internal disciplinary politics of political science. As is well known, political science is a far from settled field, and considerable discussion goes on about its scope and boundaries. As such, the study of politics in relation to a given phenomenon intersects with debates about admissibility, conduct and borders within political science. Moreover, the precise nature, cleavage structure and intensity of these debates will vary over time as particular concerns wax and wane. At the risk of oversimplification, table 1 offers a stylized and ideal-typical juxtaposition of two models of the study of EU politics. This identifies the disciplinary politics of EU studies across three dimensions of debate that not only consider whether EU politics is a matter for political science alone or for a wider cluster of cognate communities, but also raise fundamental questions about the nature of the object (the EU/European integration) and how it should be studied. knowledge about EU politics. At the core of this position is an ontological restlessness about the assumption that the EU is a polity like any other; a feeling that to use standard political science on the EU is to impose upon it a set of potentially inappropriate categories that might harm effective conceptualization or generalization. One 'anthropological' version of this position could, of course, argue that the fact that the EU is sui generis-that n = 1-should not bother us in the slightest. To demand analytical leverage via comparability emerges from a particular conception of social science that insists upon general rather than particular forms of knowledge. So diversity of disciplinary starting points is not the only requirement. A commitment to diverse (often unconventional) approaches, theories and methods is both appropriate and effective.
Needless to say, we are unlikely to discover precise replicas of either of these stances in the history of studies of European integration and the EU. Like all ideal types, the two models are better thought of as ends of a continuum towards which different authors, schools and literatures tend. Posing them as stark, stylized alternatives highlights some salient 'internalist' issues that help to form a picture of how matters of scholarly contingency and disciplinary politics have played out in half a century of EU studies.
External drivers and the shaping of EU studies
It is important to recognize, notwithstanding the thrust of the 'internalist' argument advanced above, that internal drivers of the character of EU studies intersect with external factors associated with the EU and its evolution. The latter, as Wessels observes, pull analysts of the EU into particular domains of enquiry. 11 That these are recognized as pull factors, let alone that they lead to particular forms of scholarly activity, is the consequence of the mix of scholarly contingency and disciplinary politics suggested above. As a precursor to the analysis that follows, an indicative list of the more obvious external pull factors is laid out in figure 1. The internalist approach to discipline history tells us that there is rather more to Diez and
Wiener's phases of integration theory than new macro-questions growing organically out
of what is happening in the EU in particular sections of its evolution. We have already noted that the selection of an approach or a theory is in itself a significant driver of the reality that is observed. In other words, the relationship between the object of knowledge and the generation of knowledge is reciprocal rather than one-way. There is thus also much more to the demise of neo-functionalism and the claims about IR's marginality than a straightforward failure to secure 'truth' about European integration and the EU. 
The changing cadence of academic discourses on the EU and European integration
The societal pluralism came to be seen as one of the key independent background conditions that explained the capacity of a regional integration scheme to survive beyond its initiation phase. 35 Second, neo-functionalism was developed in contradistinction to two broad narratives of how order was achieved in international politics: realism (the primacy of power politics) and liberal idealism (the construction of international institutions). The neo-functionalists belonged to a third school that sought to show how systemic ordering consequences could flow from the apparently mundane interest-driven acts of social groups.
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The key point here is that the dominant school of thinking about European integrationas least in the US context-was located centrally in the mainstream conceptual, empirical and methodological concerns of US political science as they stood in the 1960s. The most common 'other' of neo-functionalism identified by its discussants tends to be intergovernmentalism-an alternate set of propositions about which actors matter in the integration process. No doubt the critiques elaborated by (especially) Hoffmann and
Hansen were important in that they forced reconsideration of certain core premises and emphases within neo-functionalism, 37 but in terms of broad analytical approachquestions of commitment to theory-building, criteria for theoretical evaluation and core ontological rationalism-less than might be supposed separated early neo-functionalism integration theory as little more than a series of largely static propositions about 'spillover' and a determination to prove that non-state actors and supranational entrepreneurs matter.
Two myths should perhaps be laid to rest about neo-functionalism. 45 First, as already suggested, to describe first-phase integration theory as in some ways detached from the pursuit of scientific rigour is absurd, given the continuing and overt commitment to theory-building and the determination, especially among the neo-functionalists, to work at the cutting edge methodologically. There might be an honest argument to be had about the dominance in certain quarters of EU studies of largely descriptive work, but that is not how some interventions claiming to supply-at last-social scientific rigour to the study of the EU frame themselves. 46 Second, to locate the work of phase one integration theorists as firmly in the IR camp is quite unhelpful. In many ways, integration was an intervention in IR akin to IPE's later insistence that the divide between the domestic and the international levels of analysis is false and misleading. 47 It was an intervention-like the slightly earlier work of Karl Deutsch on transactions and international community- hugely influential work of David Easton. 49 Some of Haas's late empirical work on integration and 'turbulent fields' anticipated later policy analytic work concerned with actors in conditions of imperfect knowledge using cooperation and institution-building as a means to rectify knowledge deficits.
This{?} provides a bridge to the second phase and further important arguments about the drift away from the classical macro-theories of integration. As noted above, the recognition of the EU as a policy system or a polity in its own right long pre-dates the assertion in EU studies that this is the most fruitful ontology. discussion between rationalism and constructivism. At first sight, the organization of EU studies into these two camps would seem to mirror precisely the rationalist-constructivist cleavage in (American) IR that has opened up since the early 1990s at least. 58 There are, after all, parallel attempts to build bridges between rationalists and constructivists in both IR and EU studies, on the assumption that despite micro-foundational ontological differences (roughly a contest between, on the one hand, the world as populated by strategic utility maximizers with exogenously determined preferences and, on the other, the world, and thus interests and identities, as socially constructed), there is epistemological compatibility. This, in turn, promises the possibility of competitive hypothesis-testing within a common framework of social scientific purpose. the welcome import of research standards that apply in other subfields of political science, 66 and, in the context of the rise of work on the EU inspired by social choice theory, relief that work is no longer 'wholly descriptive'. 67 As indicated above, there is compelling evidence to cast doubt on each of these claims. The fact that such claims are made suggests that part of the 'mainstreaming tendency' wishes to do more than simply establish a 'normal scientific' island amid the archipelago of EU studies. These are more expansive claims that compare present rigour with past lack of rigour and, in so doing, 63 This refers to Thomas Kuhn's seminal text on the philosophy of science, The structure implicitly attack contemporary work that fails to subscribe to the strict norms of best practice being advanced.
In the disciplinary politics of EU studies, the challenge for pluralists would seem to be to counter these tendencies without imposing a form of intellectual isolationism, where each island in the EU studies archipelago is a subdisciplinary autarchy with little motivation to communicate with the others. One approach is to begin with the externalist argument that the EU is different, that it should provoke us-as Ruggie argues-to 'think otherwise' about world politics; 68 that because it is governed by context-specific rationalities, even its component parts cannot be captured with the crude universalizing logic of rational choice. This view finds clearest expression in work that commences from the premise that the EU's institutional environment does more than simply shape the behaviour of its component actors (assumed, under the axioms of rational choice, to be entering those institutional settings with pre-defined utility functions). Rather, the EU is held to be peculiarly transformative of interests and identities. 69 The proposition that these{?} are endogenous to institutional interaction is one way in which mainstreaming ambitions might be tempered, not least because the deductive logic of rational choice-like political science actually tends to rule out this possibility a priori. 70 In other words, effective pluralism in EU studies can be rendered possible through carefully worked out propositions which require the field to be left open and which, in turn, highlight some of the closures that certain approaches might bring. The suggestion here, in addition, is that effective openness and pluralism require a more purposeful first step, which at first sight appears to be a step backwards into the realms of disciplinary history. 71 Internalist readings of the course of EU studies have the capacity to reveal the operation of scholarly contingency and disciplinary politics over time. This has two broad implications for any 'presentist' reading of the evolution of EU studies.
First, it forces any scholar of the EU to ask about their own intellectual coordinates in the present and to force a more reflexive engagement with the conditions under which claims deriving from narratives of the past of the field are made. Second, and paradoxically, it shines a light on the operation of disciplinary politics in the past. For advocates of professionalization and the pursuit of rigour in the present, there is a salutary lesson about the operation of such practices-and their achievements in the past. The net effect should be a more respectful and less stylized depiction of past schools of thought. Within the integration theory project of neo-functionalism, for example, lay rather more than the static image of a few propositions about non-state actors and forms of spillover that tends to feature in most contemporary descriptions. This is not to privilege the neo-functionalist legacy of work on background conditions, bounded rationality, cognitive change and disintegration, but merely to suggest that progress in EU studies may follow from an honest intellectual audit of the many and varied strands of the field's past.
Conclusion
Throughout the past half-century the EU, because of its inherent empirical fascination, has provided a highly attractive venue for the practice of scholarship. But it is also a good place to observe scholarly contingency and the enactment of disciplinary politics within the political sciences. The argument put here is that the case for thinking more thoroughly about disciplinary history is not archaeological, but essential to the present and future health of the field of EU studies. None of the foregoing is designed to head off scholarship or stop it moving in particular directions. Rather, the intention is to raise awareness of two things: (a) the key 'internalist' drivers of the field's evolution, and thus 71 See also Rosamond, 'The Uniting of Europe'.{?} (b) the (disciplinary) political quality of much of what constitutes itself as departure from the intellectual past.
As such, the practice of critical disciplinary history is designed to achieve three outcomes. First, it seeks to deliver fair and text-based (as opposed to reputation-based) accounts of past scholarly efforts. In so doing it keeps open the possibility that the archive of research on European integration contains insights from the past that might prove prescient in the present. Second, a proper application of critical disciplinary history requires a more nuanced pedagogy in EU studies. As scholars, we need to know who we are, how we got here and where we might be going. But our choice of how we read theoretical 'progress' and how we tell stories about disciplinary evolution is not a neutral one. To understand the history of EU studies as a linear matter of increasingly sophisticated theoretical choice that brings us ever closer to the truth may be optimistically 'whiggish', but it is only one reading of the field's history. Moreover, it is a reading that has the effect of justifying a 'normal science' of EU Studies in the sense that Kuhn was keen to promote for the natural sciences. Thus, finally, continuous reflection on the historiography of the field is one way to counteract the negative disciplining side of some scholarly work that tends towards the mainstream pole.
